have a following, have active research programs, and seem to offer, at least in the eyes of their adherents, powerful insights into economic affairs. Yet in how many colleges and universities are students even given a basic introduction to heterodox economics, much less the thorough treatment accorded neoclassical economics?
Neoclassical economists act as a hegemonic force within the discipline, limiting discourse and restricting the study of economics to a single perspective. Few other disciplines in the social sciences lack such theoretical diversity. Although there are several possible explanations of just how neoclassical economics has come to define and dominate the discipline,3 the more important question here is whether this state of affairs should continue.
I will argue in this article that the time is ripe for the integration of heterodox economic theory into the mainstream of the discipline and that the potential benefits of such integration are great. I will draw on the experience at Dickinson College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, over the last several years with an integrated economics program, which is called "Contending Perspectives in Economics," to illustrate the benefits of this integration of economic theories.
NOW IS THE TIME FOR CONTENDING PERSPECTIVES IN ECONOMICS
There are some signs that despite the drift of economics in the 1980s toward the so-called new classical economics, there is a new openness within the discipline. The mostly acrimonious exchanges between orthodox and heterodox economists during the 1960s and 1970s have subsided with the effective ghettoization of different perspectives. Since then, economists have been busily engaged in their own research programs with only occasional sniping across the walls separating the perspectives.
Recently, however, there has been an expanding dialogue reflecting a new openness that can be attributed in part to advances made in the field of economic methodology and perhaps the more humble assessments of the explanatory power of conventional economics in the 1980s. The creation of the new journal cited above is the result of a recognition within the mainstream that economics is too insular. Robert Highsmith and Hirschel Kasper conclude from a conference held two years ago called "Rethinking the Scope of Economics," sponsored by the Joint Council on Economics Education, that alleviating "economic problems" depend not only upon having worthy critics and trenchant criticism but also on the opportunity for the mainstream economists to engage those critics in open, intellectual, nondefensive dialogue, where there is hope that with accepted rules of evidence, the participants and the discipline will gain greater insight into the human condition and its potential. (1987, 105) This is truly a great step forward, yet despite such an opening, many of the "fences" that separate the economic perspectives in economics remain, making it difficult to achieve the kind of dialogue Highsmith and Kasper envision. The 1980s have witnessed what A. W. Coats, in a review article, calls a "veritable flood of literature on economic methodology and on the parlous state of economics as a scientific discipline and a profession" (Coats 1986, 109) . Although much of this literature comes from heterodox economists, some of it comes from within the mainstream itself. There is precious little that emerges from this literature on which to defend exclusion of perspectives.
Bruce Caldwell, a mainstreamer who specializes in economic methodology, argues quite convincingly that the only defensible stance in economics is one of "methodological pluralism" (Caldwell 1982, 250 Without underestimating the political obstacles both inside the discipline and in the larger society,4 the changes that these economists would like to see within the discipline are changes we should all take very seriously. The time is, I believe, ripe for such changes, and what better way than through curricular reform, changing the way economics is taught. Integrating heterodox perspectives into the economics curriculum will provide opportunities for us to learn different perspectives and to engage in the kinds of discourse envisioned above.
THE POTENTIAL GAINS FROM CONTENDING PERSPECTIVES
A contending perspectives approach to economics will enrich the discipline and bring real gains to students, faculty, and the discipline. Given the different focus of heterodox theories, integrating these theories into the economics curriculum will expand the domain of economics, including the relation of economics to other aspects of human life normally excluded from conventional economic analysis (e.g., culture). When integrated within the discipline, some heterodox theories will help meet the goal of enriching the methodological basis of economics advocated by Caldwell.
Economists as a group have historically been concerned with practical, social, political, and moral issues. Their works tend to reflect both cognitive and scientific elements as well as emotive, moral, and ideological elements (E. K. Hunt 1979, preface). In the comparison of different economic perspectives, the value premises of each theory become evident. By introducing contending perspectives, teachers can diversify the value premises of economics and raise the level of dialogue and understanding of the range of human values underlying human economic action and choice.
All schools of economic thought have something to offer, and integrating heterodox thought will increase our overall level of economic knowledge. Providing several paradigms in free and open contention could promote healthy competition and cooperative interchange in the pursuit of knowledge. In the absence of "sneering," a new intellectual excitement would pervade the discipline. New research would be stimulated both within perspectives and across perspectives.
Students' education in economics would be particularly affected by these changes. Obviously, learning economics from a variety of perspectives will expose them to a greater variety of economic phenomena, which should enhance their overall understanding of economics by broadening the context within which students can assess policy choices. Students would also be better able to appreciate the variety of perspectives encountered in other disciplines.
Many recognize the value of the comparative approach to education. In our own discipline, the study of comparative economic systems enhances the understanding of our own system. Likewise, the study of comparative economic theories can expand the student's knowledge of neoclassical economics as well as heterodox economics.
Teaching contending economic perspectives can also introduce a lively and healthy intellectual debate into the study of economics. Students will have the opportunity to develop evaluative skills in assessing the strengths and weaknesses of different theories. They will be better able to see the important connections between the various building blocks of theory, such as the relationship between initial assumptions and theoretical conclusions.
Finally, students will be better able to explore their own values and the values of others within the framework of scientific inquiry, learning that economic choices have moral dimensions. As a result, students will be better prepared to engage in real-world policy debates and to make more informed choices. Such dialogues should also contribute to individual moral and ethical development.
With respect to the possible costs of heterodox integration, perhaps the most important concern is the issue of depth vs. breadth. To the extent that the total number of economics requirements cannot be expanded and the length of courses is fixed, there is a potential trade-off here. However, the loss in time spent directly studying neoclassical economics may be offset by the enhanced understanding that comes from comparison. I believe that heterodox integration can take place in a way that minimizes if not eliminates any loss of depth within the mainstream.
A second problem is the potential for faculty strife once heterodox economics is integrated into the curriculum. This raises the familiar economic problem of destructive vs. constructive competition. Many economists would, depending upon the circumstances, argue that more competition is better than less. Although one could certainly view economics education as a market process, the fact remains that unless the current economic players consent to heterodox integration the economics market will remain unchanged.
The problem then is a political one, but one that can be anticipated and dealt with rationally. As long as heterodox integration is approached with sensitivity, I think that faculty strife can be minimized and competition can be channeled in constructive ways. Of foremost importance is the generation of a strong belief among faculty that all perspectives are important and deserve space within the discipline. Unless people are confident that their particular perspective has a more or less permanent place within the academic program, the intellectual environment will not be a positive one.
A final problem is that of faculty time and resources. Does not heterodox integration make additional demands on already scarce faculty time? The answer to this question is obviously yes, but it can be handled by reallocating our time and resources rather than by increasing our already high work loads. Crucial here is institutional support and recognition of the changed faculty/ departmental efforts that result from heterodox integration.
CURRICULUM REFORM AT DICKINSON COLLEGE
The Economics Department at Dickinson College developed an integrated economics program in 1984. Prior to this, the department was in most respects not different from other schools. The faculty was more diverse, having two heterodox economists (out of six). However, the core curriculum and general thrust of the major was in the mainstream. Unless students elected to take courses from the two heterodox economists, they were not exposed to heterodox economics. Therefore, students had no systematic exposure to different perspectives.
Integrating contending perspectives into the curriculum has taken place gradually at all levels, while maintaining a strong neoclassical core (our students spend about 80 percent of their time studying neoclassical economics).
One new course was added to the requirements, which was offset by one fewer elective, leaving the overall number of courses unchanged.
At the introductory level, three weeks of each semester are devoted to the study of economic history and the history of economic thought. In addition to the value of this material to the study of economics (from any perspective), our purpose here is to introduce students to contending economic perspectives by exploring the historical origins of contemporary schools of thought.
Students go on to take their intermediate theory courses, including a new required course called "Contending Economic Perspectives." This course became a requirement in 1987 and introduces students to heterodox economic theories. The new course covers methodological issues and heterodox economic theories and compares and contrasts the different perspectives (see the Appendix for the course outline).
At the upper level, in all courses, faculty are required to spend a minimum of two weeks on heterodox approaches appropriate to the particular subject matter of the course. Faculty are free to select which perspectives they want their students to focus on. Finally, our senior seminars bring together various contending perspectives as a final experience for the senior major. These seminars are currently focused topically. However, we are discussing the possibility of converting them to senior thesis seminars. The thesis would provide students with the opportunity to bring together what they have learned over the course of their major program and to apply it to a particular economic problem or issue as well as to more fully develop their analytical and research skills.
The way in which we have integrated heterodox economics into the curriculum requires that students not only learn heterodox perspectives, but that they compare, contrast, and evaluate strengths and weaknesses. Our teaching emphasis is on healthy contention rather than on competition that forces clear-cut choices of one perspective over another. In some areas, paradigms overlap, offering competing explanations for the same phenomena. In other areas, paradigms focus on different aspects of economic reality and can be seen as complementary. We believe that all perspectives have something to contribute and that students can learn from all perspectives. Thus the integration of heterodox economics into the discipline goes beyond simple addition.
The implementation of this new program required a number of other changes. Although we have been able through normal attrition and the addition of one new position to diversify our faculty (four of our seven full-time equivalents [FTEs] are heterodox economists), there is no reason that faculty members cannot teach from more than one perspective. Dickinson has supported and funded three departmental faculty summer seminars for the purposes of faculty development. These seminars have covered all of the major heterodox perspectives, and faculty receive stipends comparable to summer school salaries.
Institutional support has been important for such curricular reform, because of the extra work and effort required on the part of the economics faculty. For example, untenured faculty may be reluctant to participate because it takes time away from research or other activity necessary to achieve tenure.
In the case of tenured faculty, it may take time away from activities required for promotion. Therefore, it is important to have strong institutional support. We found our colleagues in the rest of the college very supportive of our efforts, and our reform proposal was accepted enthusiastically by the college as part of an overall program to enhance the quality of Dickinson's liberal arts education.
Initially, some faculty felt threatened by the contending perspectives proposal. We found that strengthening the neoclassical component at the same time that we were integrating heterodox economics into the curriculum helped to create unity. We chose to strengthen the quantitative dimension of the curriculum by requiring the application of statistics and calculus within the major and by requiring students to do more empirical work generally within the discipline.
THE CONTENDING PERSPECTIVES EXPERIENCE
Although our program is still in its infancy, our initial experience confirms the potential for heterodox integration. We are beginning to see evidence of the benefits for students, for faculty, and for the discipline as a whole.
Our students' response to heterodox economic theory has been overwhelmingly positive. They have found it both intellectually challenging and stimulating. There have been lively and healthy classroom discussions comparing and contrasting different perspectives. Students are developing a greater appreciation for the complexity of economic issues and problems. They are more critical and want to know how they are to choose among these contending perspectives. This, of course, has opened the door to a discussion of the nature of explanation and how to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of a theory. The different value orientation of each theory generates discussions of values and ethical issues and their relationship to theory.
Many of the changes we are observing in our students can be understood in the context of William G. Perry, Jr.'s, stages of cognitive and ethical development' (Perry 1970, 1981 ). Perry provides a framework or taxonomy within which to understand and evaluate students' intellectual progress. Based on extensive studies of college students, Perry delineates several different levels of intellectual growth defmined in terms of knowledge, values, and personal identity. The result is a conceptual hierarchy, which begins at the lowest levels where students perceive "Truth" as an absolute and authorities as holders of the Truth. Students see Truth at this level in dualistic right/wrong, either/or, black/white terms.
At more advanced levels of intellectual development, student thought is more balanced and contingent, expressing more relativistic forms of thinking. Truth becomes relative, permitting exceptions, qualifications, and inconsistencies. At this level, knowledge is relative and tied to different perspectives and values. The students' own critical abilities become paramount in the highest stage of development, both in terms of acquiring knowledge and in terms of dealing with personal ethical concerns, the link between thought and action. ' Our students, as a result of heterodox integration, are showing all the signs that Perry's students exhibited as they moved from dualistic to relativistic to critical forms of thinking.7 The reasons for these developmental shifts are, of course, obvious. The changeover from a single perspective economics curriculum to one that emphasizes contending perspectives creates an educational environment much more conducive to a student's intellectual and moral development.
It should be noted that the students Perry studied did not move through these developmental stages in any mechanical, linear fashion, and many students reacted to intellectual relativism in ways that prevented them from reaching the highest level of intellectual and personal growth. Like Perry's students, ours exhibit the same variety of responses. What is noteworthy, however, is the fact that we have moved our students to a more advanced intellectual plane. As we try to understand this process more completely, our goal is to promote our students' intellectual growth more effectively in this new learning environment. We are excited about the possibilities that heterodox integration has created for us.
Although we do have little objective evidence to evaluate any changes in our students' knowledge of neoclassical economics, overall we have not noted any decline. As noted above, we have maintained a strong neoclassical core and our courses are just as rigorous. Vertical structuring demands that our students in upper-level courses apply and extend intermediate theory. We have not observed any decline in their ability to apply theory in their upperlevel courses. The inclusion of heterodox theory has for the most part taken place by limiting neoclassical breadth rather than depth. In fact, we have seen an increase in the last three years in the number of Dickinson students going on to graduate school in neoclassical economics. Furthermore, our students are coming out of the heterodox theory course with a much better overall grasp of neoclassical theory as a way of thinking. This is not surprising because one of the major thrusts of the contending perspectives course is comparing and contrasting heterodox theories with neoclassical theory. We are confident, based on our experience so far, that heterodox integration can be accomplished in ways that not only do not diminish the student's understanding of neoclassical theory but actually enhance it.
The experience for faculty has been quite positive as well. The contending perspectives faculty seminars have been very successful and provide evidence of the beneficial nature of integration for faculty. Genuine intellectual excitement has been generated as we discover new bodies of economic thought and discover that each perspective has something positive to offer. Not only have we learned other economic perspectives, but we have developed a better understanding of each other. Communication across paradigms has been enhanced and is characterized by open and nondefensive discourse, something that was previously in short supply. Sneering has all but disappeared within the department.
The result has been an increase in the interchange among faculty. Very healthy dialogues are taking place. For example, two of our faculty from different paradigms (neoclassical and institutional) have completed a cooperative research project in yet a third paradigm (neo-Austrian) that has resulted in publication (Bellinger and Bergsten, forthcoming). Our knowledge of economic affairs and problems has grown as a result of new perspectives. These new insights have also sharpened our work within our own research programs.
If we use our experience as a microcosm of the discipline as a whole, then our initial experience with contending perspectives curricular reform seems to be consistent with the goals and expectations of Highsmith and Kasper, Caldwell, and Klamer and McCloskey discussed earlier in this article. We encourage more faculty to reexamine the scope of economics and consider contending perspectives in economics. There are other schools that are moving in this direction, such as Hobart and William Smith Colleges (Geneva, New York) and Bucknell University (Lewisburg, Pennsylvania). As more schools do so, there will be a broader experiential base upon which to build. It is hoped that some graduate schools might experiment with contending perspectives, perhaps by requiring field work in at least one heterodox theory. The discipline as a whole should then begin to show the widespread benefits of including contending economic perspectives within its method and substance.
APPENDIX Course Description and Outline E288-Contending Economic Perspectives
The discipline of economics is rich in diversity and contending perspectives. This is as true today as it has been historically. Indeed, much of the current controversy over goals, methods, theoretical structures, and policy prescriptions is rooted in a fertile intellectual tradition of contending perspectives. This course is an introduction to some of the major current contending perspectives in economics. Exposure to these alternatives is essential to an understanding of today's economic issues. The currently dominant theoretical perspective in economics, the neoclassical paradigm, is useful to understand some aspects of some economic problems, but, as with other ways of seeing, it is simultaneously a way of not seeing. As you will discover as we examine the alternatives, different perspectives shed light of different intensity depending on the topic. Textbooks 
